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Abstract: Homestead withdrawal is a key component of China’s rural land-system reform and plays a vital 
role in unlocking rural land assets, advancing farmers’ common prosperity, and implementing the rural revi-
talization strategy. Existing studies have mostly focused on the improvement of land use efficiency or the 
single income effect of rural residential land withdrawal, while they have paid insufficient attention to the 
transmission logic of how the policy affects residents’ comprehensive well-being through employment trans-
formation, and have rarely conducted a systematic investigation from the perspective of “economic-health-
social-psychological” multi-dimensional well-being. Drawing on survey data from 405 farm households in a 
western county of Shandong Province and employing propensity score matching (PSM), this study examines 
the impact of homestead exit on rural residents’ well-being. A mediation-effect model was then used to explore 
the underlying transmission channel, with a particular focus on off-farm employment. The results show that 
homestead withdrawal exerts a significant positive effect on rural well-being and that off-farm employment 
partially mediates this relationship. Accordingly, we recommend optimizing compensation schemes by com-
bining multiple compensation instruments, establishing a long-term oversight mechanism for compensation 
funds, and launching targeted vocational training programs tailored to villagers’ employment intentions and 
skill needs. Complementary measures should include strengthening the rural social-security system and build-
ing a coordinated policy framework to further raise rural residents’ well-being. 

Keywords: homestead withdrawal; off-farm employment; rural residents’ well-being; propensity-score 
matching 

1. Introduction
The rapid pace of industrialization and urbanization in China is transforming the nation from 

predominantly rural to a society characterized by a dynamic urban-rural interplay. The weakening 
connections between farmers and land, coupled with their evolving relationships with rural com-
munities, are reshaping rural employment patterns and lifestyles (Chen et al., 2022). However, 
when homesteads are relinquished, households—the primary beneficiaries—often receive a 
smaller portion of the appreciation than anticipated (He et al., 2020). Compensation formulas typ-
ically overlook the higher cost of living at resettlement sites and the weak incentives for off-farm 
employment (Gao & Li, 2020); thus, households receive less compensation than expected, which 
undermines their living standards. Homestead withdrawal is a cornerstone of rural land-system 
reform; it addresses inefficient land use and provides a crucial avenue for improved resource allo-
cation (Zou et al., 2020). However, it can stimulate off-farm employment, enhance household well-
being, and foster balanced, healthy rural development. From 2017 to 2025, the annual “No. 1 Cen-
tral Document” repeatedly singled out rural homestead reform, pilot areas actively promoted vol-
untary, compensated withdrawal. 

President Xi Jinping has emphasized farmers’ well-being, calling for “beautiful, ecologically 
livable villages that enhance our rural people’s sense of gain and happiness.” The first round of 
national pilot programs has concluded, with regions formulating policies tailored to their specific 
needs. However, the literature—both domestic and international—still concentrates on willingness 
to exit (Han & Liu, 2021; Niu et al., 2022), exit behavior (Hu et al., 2020; Sun & Chen, 2021), and 
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exit mechanisms (Chen et al., 2016; Zhang & Bao, 2019). However, systematic studies on the im-
pact of homestead withdrawal on rural residents’ well-being remain scarce. The “Deepening Rural 
Homestead Reform Pilot Program” (June 2020) and the subsequent nationwide launch of a second 
pilot wave (September 2020) established an institutional framework that facilitated the unlocking 
of idle homesteads, expanded property income channels, and enhanced rural welfare. This was 
achieved by exploring voluntary and paid exit mechanisms, ensuring collective ownership, and 
safeguarding farmers’ rights to homesteads and property. Through the monetization of rural land, 
this policy can increase households’ property income and enable them to share in the benefits of 
reform (Qu et al., 2012), thereby enhancing their quality of life. However, some scholars caution 
that unreasonable compensation and resettlement arrangements may undermine farmers’ property 
rights (Han et al., 2018; Jia et al., 2009). Empirically, one fuzzy-evaluation study found that exit 
enhances economic well-being (Yang et al., 2018), whereas Yi et al. (2010) reported a deterioration. 
Improving residents’ well-being can dismantle barriers in social resource allocation, enhance life 
satisfaction across different strata, eliminate urban-rural, regional, and sectoral disparities, resolve 
historical grievances, and prevent new imbalances (Wang, 2021). This is not only a prerequisite for 
equitable wealth distribution but also an effective route to high-quality development and common 
prosperity (Ding, 2021). Moreover, well-being lies at the heart of ecological civilization and sus-
tainable development research (Huang et al., 2016). 

Guided by Sen’s capability approach, this study utilizes field data collected from the western 
counties of Dezhou, Shandong, encompassing villages in various locations. Through the integration 
of theoretical and empirical analyses, this study assesses how homestead withdrawal impacts mul-
tiple dimensions of rural residents’ well-being, furnishes evidence for refining exit mechanisms 
and deepening reform, and proposes policy recommendations that more effectively safeguard farm-
ers’ homestead rights, enhance land-use efficiency, and alleviate local shortages of construction 
land. 

2. Theoretical Analysis and Research Hypotheses 
The mechanism by which homestead withdrawal impacts rural residents’ well-being can be 

elucidated through two interrelated channels. First, by reshaping the physical environment where 
households farm and reside, the policy modifies production routines and daily life. The magnitude 
of households’ livelihood capital—natural, physical, financial, human, and social—determines 
whether the new configuration increases or decreases total income. Second, after homesteads are 
relinquished, local governments typically also supply (i) vocational training aimed at off-farm jobs 
and (ii) upgraded transportation, telecommunications, and other public infrastructure. These inter-
ventions lead to a reallocation of household production factors, create new off-farm earning oppor-
tunities, and thus alter the total family income. Furthermore, the program enhances farmers’ access 
to information regarding wage employment, increases their expected off-farm wages, and expedites 
labor transfer to non-agricultural sectors, all of which contribute tock into higher subjective and 
objective well-being. 

2.1. Theoretical Framework 
We establish a three-node framework that connects homestead withdrawal, off-farm employ-

ment, and rural residents’ well-being. The model posits that the impact of households’ decision to 
withdraw from the homestead on their well-being is mediated by the degree of rural labor transfer 
to off-farm activities. A graphical representation of the framework is shown below (Figure 1). 

 
Figure 1. Theoretical Model Diagram. 
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2.2. Direct Effect of Household Homestead Withdrawal on Rural Residents’ Well-Being 
The “rational-peasant” hypothesis posits that, in order to maximize expected utility, house-

holds assess the marginal benefits and costs prior to surrendering their homesteads. Empirically, 
land-transfer decisions are motivated by the objective of maximizing household income, and mul-
tiple studies have demonstrated that homestead withdrawal exerts a positive net impact on total 
family revenue (Sun & Zhao, 2020). Research on impoverished rural households indicates that 
leasing out farmland serves as a significant catalyst for wealth accumulation; specifically, the with-
drawal of rural residential land affects the stock of residents’ financial capital and physical capital 
through means such as asset monetization and equity replacement. Non-agricultural employment 
optimizes the quality of human capital and financial capital through skill acquisition and income 
growth. Changes in these dimensions of livelihood capital will further affect different well-being 
dimensions such as economic income, health security, social integration, and psychological satis-
faction. The flow of farmland (either out of or into the household) reshapes the labor allocation 
among family members and increases aggregate income (Zhou et al., 2020). Therefore, reforming 
the homestead system is imperative. Deepening the reform can unlock the latent property value of 
homesteads, activate idle land resources, and narrow the development gaps among regions, vil-
lages, and individuals, thereby fostering common prosperity among rural residents (Cao & Geng, 
2022) and enhancing their well-being. 

The multidimensional and dynamic impact of homestead withdrawal on rural well-being ne-
cessitates a comprehensive analysis, which can be enriched by empirical studies and theoretical 
frameworks such as the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework, Sen’s Capability Approach, and so-
cial exclusion theory. The homestead, as the core natural and physical capital of rural households, 
plays a pivotal role in shaping their livelihood strategies. Once surrendered through monetary com-
pensation or spatial relocation, it directly influences their transition into off-farm employment and 
the reallocation of assets. In the short run, the Change may enhance economic well-being by in-
creasing disposable income and improving living standards. However, insufficient compensation, 
investment risks, or the breakdown of social networks may subject households to long-term poverty 
or social exclusion. Furthermore, the impacts are not limited to the economic realm; they extend to 
social, psychological, and environmental aspects. Therefore, a dynamic evaluation mechanism 
combined with a differentiated policy design is needed to balance efficiency and equity and achieve 
sustainable livelihoods and simultaneous improvements in multidimensional well-being. Specifi-
cally, the withdrawal of rural residential land affects the stock of residents’ financial capital and 
physical capital through means such as asset monetization and equity replacement. Non-agricul-
tural employment optimizes the quality of human capital and financial capital through skill acqui-
sition and income growth. Changes in these dimensions of livelihood capital will further affect 
different well-being dimensions such as economic income, health security, social integration, and 
psychological satisfaction. 

Based on the above discussion, we propose the following: 
Hypothesis 1: Homestead withdrawal significantly and positively affects rural residents’ 

well-being. 

2.3. The Mediating Role of Off-Farm Employment 
Since the start of reform and opening-up, China’s economic structure has undergone a pro-

found transformation from a centrally planned to a market-oriented system, with the state playing 
a pivotal guiding role. The development of secondary and tertiary industries has shifted economic 
growth away from agriculture, driving the coordinated evolution of all three sectors. Continuous 
industrial upgrading and increased urban non-agricultural job supply have facilitated rural labor 
migration to cities and accelerated rural household differentiation (Sun et al., 2019). The homestead 
withdrawal policy has intensified this process: it raises agricultural marginal costs while reducing 
labor migration transaction costs, making off-farm work a preferred choice for many households. 
After withdrawing homesteads, families often purchase urban apartments or move to government-
provided resettlement housing, increasing spatial and temporal distances to their remaining farm-
land (Mao et al., 2017), which drives a self-reinforcing shift to areas with better transportation and 
more jobs, turning off-farm employment into a prevalent trend. Existing studies have explored how 
household differentiation shapes employment decisions, but rarely treat homestead withdrawal as 
an independent, multi-channel policy intervention. This theoretical-practical gap is reflected in 
household decision discrepancies, family background’s influence on career choices, and misalign-
ment between education and job market demands. From an occupational differentiation perspec-
tive, the one-time homestead withdrawal subsidy is generally insufficient to cover new rural hous-
ing or urban home purchase costs (Yan et al., 2017), forcing households to seek off-farm income. 
Meanwhile, expanded social networks and younger generations’ evolving career aspirations 
strengthen the desire to leave agriculture and withdraw homesteads, further promoting off-farm 
transition. 
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Motivationally, off-farm employment is driven by the prospect of higher and more diversified 
earnings—anticipated wages in industry and services significantly exceed agricultural labor oppor-
tunity costs (Wang & Cai, 2025). Some workers even plan to settle permanently in towns and cities, 
engaging in secondary and tertiary sector jobs. In summary, the intricate interaction between home-
stead withdrawal and off-farm employment remains under-theorized. Research on issues such as 
non-farm employment’s impact on homestead withdrawal and its poverty reduction mechanisms is 
essential to disentangle these factors, understand how policies reshape household differentiation, 
and ultimately affect rural well-being. 

Based on the preceding analysis, the following research hypothesis is formulated. 
Hypothesis 2: Off-farm employment plays a mediating role in the impact of homestead with-

drawal on rural residents’ well-being. 

3. Data Sources and Research Methods 

3.1. Data Source 
The data used in this study were obtained from a random sampling survey conducted in coun-

ties in western Shandong Province from March to June 2025, involving random interviews with 
some township cadres and rural households. To ensure the representativeness of the research sub-
jects, a multi-stage random sampling method was adopted. The focus of this study is to understand 
farmers’ specific perceptions of the rural residential land withdrawal issue and their willingness to 
participate in the actual withdrawal process. 

Shandong’s regional development strategy has long privileged the eastern prefectures, result-
ing in the gradual impoverishment of western counties and exacerbating the east-west disparity. 
Since 2020, the provincial government has designated western Shandong as a top priority for bal-
anced growth. To substantiate this new policy orientation, we selected three western counties where 
homestead withdrawal pilot programs have been implemented. A stratified sampling approach was 
employed in conjunction with face-to-face interviews to exhibit high reliability and completeness. 
The questionnaire encompassed household demographics, homestead-exit status, and village-level 
characteristics. The final sample consists of 410 farm households selected from nine administrative 
villages across six townships, spanning one city (Yucheng) and two counties (Wucheng and 
Xiajin). Among these households, 178 had already surrendered their homesteads, 227 had not, and 
five questionnaires were discarded, resulting in an effective response rate of 99%.  

3.2. Variable Selection and Definition 
3.2.1. Dependent Variable: Rural Residents’ Well-Being 

Based on the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework and previous studies by Luo et al. (2022), 
Li et al. (2022), and Peng et al. (2024), we construct a multidimensional well-being index grounded 
in Amartya Sen’s capability approach. As shown in the data in Table 1, four dimensions were 
retained: (i) economic conditions, as measured by GDP and GNI, (ii) life satisfaction, encompass-
ing cognitive and emotional aspects, (iii) health status, with a focus on the impact of economic 
factors, and (iv) social networks, reflecting interpersonal and societal harmony. The evaluation of 
each dimension was conducted through the application of a comprehensive set of distinct indica-
tors, as demonstrated in the construction of well-being indices detailed in the references. An en-
tropy-weighting procedure that combines objective dispersion with subjective expert scoring was 
used to derive indicator-specific weights, yielding a continuous composite index. The weights were 
then applied to the survey data to generate a cardinal well-being score for each respondent, ensuring 
that changes in rural residents’ well-being were measured with maximum precision, as demon-
strated in studies that have constructed happiness indices for urban and rural populations. 
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Table 1. Construction of the Rural Residents’ Well-Being Indicator System. 

Dimension Index Well-being Thresholds and Assignments Weight 

Economic  
situation 

Salary income The annual income ≥ 1.5 times the per capita disposable income of 
rural areas in the country, and the assignment is 1 1/8 

Horizontal comparison of in-
come 

The horizontal comparison of self-rated income is ≥ 3, and the as-
signment is 1 1/8 

Life  
satisfaction 

Life satisfaction self-rated life satisfaction was ≥ 3, and the assignment was 1 1/8 

Confidence in the future self-assessment of their future confidence level ≥ 3, with an assign-
ment of 1 1/8 

Health status 

Physical condition Health self-assessment ≤ 3, with a value of 1 1/12 

Medical resources The overall satisfaction rate of medical treatment conditions at the 
medical treatment point was ≥ 3, and the assignment was 1 1/12 

Chronic diseases If you do not have a chronic disease judged by a doctor, the value 
is 1 1/12 

Interpersonal  
relationship 

Social trust The trust level of most neighbors is scored ≥ 5 and assigned a value 
of 1 1/12 

Neighborhood trust Trust in neighbors is scored ≥ 5 and assigned a value of 1 1/12 

Social interaction The frequency of villagers’ participation in village collectives is ≥ 
2~3 times a month, and the assignment is 1 1/12 

3.2.2. Core Explanatory Variable 
The withdrawal of homestead land is chosen as the core explanatory variable, which indicates 

whether households have withdrawn their homestead land, with the categories defined as “Yes = 
1, No = 0.” A value of 1 denotes that the household has withdrawn its homestead land, whereas a 
value of 0 indicates that the household has not done so. Among the 505 valid sample questionnaires 
collected, 178 correspond to households that have withdrawn homestead land, and 227 correspond 
to households that have not. 
3.2.3. Mediating Variable 

Non-agricultural employment was selected as the mediating variable. Following the method-
ology of Zhou and Yang (2025) and Qiu and Luo (2017), the degree of non-agricultural employ-
ment was measured by the proportion of non-agricultural labor force to the total labor force, treated 
as a continuous variable. 
3.2.4. Control Variables 

Control variables encompass household head characteristics (e.g., age, educational attain-
ment, and health status), household attributes, homestead characteristics, and production/opera-
tional features. Household head characteristics, which include age, educational attainment, and 
health status, are crucial as they influence various aspects of family life, such as health data track-
ing, educational and medical expenditures, and overall household consumption patterns. Specific 
secondary variables are illustrated in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Variable Selection and Selection Basis. 

Variable  
categories Variable name Variable Variable definition Average 

value 

Stand-
ard de-
viation 

Interpreted  
variable 

Well-being of  
rural residents 

Economic situation Continuous variables 0.093 0.080 
Life satisfaction Continuous variables 0.088 0.081 
Health status Continuous variables 0.091 0.064 
interpersonal relationship Continuous variables 0.086 0.066 

Explanatory 
variables 

Homestead  
withdrawal 

Whether the homestead is 
withdrawn Yes = 1, No = 0 0.440 0.497 

Control variables 

Family  
characteristics 
 

Family population/person Continuous variables 4.782 1.589 
The number of people who 
need to be supported/person Continuous variables 2.451 0.980 

Are there any village cadres 
at home? Continuous variables 0.573 0.496 

The number of relatives 
and friends walking around 
the house 

Continuous variables 3.164 1.227 

Family livelihood methods 

Farming = 1; Farming as 
main and part-time work = 
2; Non-farming as main and 
part-time work = 3; Non-
farming = 4 

3.110 1.246 

Characteristics of 
the head of the 
household 

age Continuous variables 42.220 13.912 

Educational level 

Below primary school = 1; 
primary school = 2; junior 
high school = 3; high school 
(technical secondary school) 
= 4; junior college = 5; 
bachelor’s degree and above 
= 6 

3.067 1.083 

Level of health Very poor = 1; poor = 2; fair 
= 3; good = 4; very good = 5 2.164 0.896 

Homestead  
characteristics 

Homestead area/square me-
ter 

≤ 80 m2 = 1;80~100 m2 = 2; 
100~120 m2 = 3; 120~150 
m2 = 4; > 150 m2 = 5 

3.200 1.278 

Whether the homestead is 
confirmed Yes = 1, No = 0 0.661 0.475 

Homestead type (distance 
from central town) 

Suburban type=1; Non-sub-
urban type = 2; Remote area 
type = 3 

2.362 0.747 

Production and 
operation charac-
teristics 

Is there any outflow of 
farmland at home? Yes = 1; N0 = 0 0.350 0.477 

The area of cultivated land 
operated by the family 

≤5 mu = 1; 5~10 mu = 2; 
10~15 mu = 3; 15~20 mu = 
4; >20 mu = 5 

0.353 1.372 

ln (Household Agricultural 
Income) Continuous variables 10.118 1.071 

Mediating  
variables Nonfarm payrolls 

The proportion of non-farm 
payrolls in the total labor 
force 

Continuous variables 0.270 0.202 
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3.3. Model Specifications 
Since homestead withdrawal is a self-selected behavior, the observed differences in welfare 

indicators may arise not from the withdrawal act itself but from the pre-existing heterogeneity in 
household-head and family characteristics. To mitigate self-selection bias, we employ Propensity 
Score Matching (PSM), which pairs households that surrendered their homesteads (treated group) 
with those that did not (control group), ensuring that both groups are observably similar. 

The procedure unfolds in two stages. First, we specify and estimate a homestead-withdrawal 
decision equation; all computations are carried out with Stata 17.0 to ensure high-quality matching 
(Sun & Zhao, 2020; Si et al., 2018), as demonstrated by the application of advanced statistical 
techniques such as Propensity Score Matching (PSM) and Coarsened Exact Matching (CEM) in 
the references. Second, by maintaining constant external conditions and utilizing a matched sample, 
we apply Propensity Score Matching (PSM) to ascertain the causal impact of withdrawal on the 
well-being of rural residents. The detailed steps are as follows: 
(1) Use a Logit model to predict each household’s conditional probability of exiting the home-

stead: 

PSi = Pr[Di = 1|Xi] = E[Di = 0|Xi] (1) 

Here, Di = 1 means that farmers have withdrawn from homesteads; Di = 0 means that the 
farmers have not withdrawn from the homestead; Xi represents observable farmer characteristics 
(covariates).  
(2) The treatment and control groups will be matched. In order to verify the robustness of the 

matching results, four matching methods were selected: minimum nearest neighbor matching, 
caliper matching, kernel matching, and local linear matching.  

(3) Calculate the average treatment effect (ATT). Based on the matching sample, the difference 
in the well-being status of withdrawn and non-withdrawn farmers is compared, and the impact 
coefficient of homestead withdrawal on farmers is obtained, that is, the average treatment 
effect in the model (ATT): 

ATT = E[Y1i − Y0i|Di] = E[Y1i|Di = 1] − E[Y0i|Di = 0] (2) 

Y1i represents the welfare status of the first farmer participating in the withdrawal of home-
stead, Y0i  means that the welfare status of the first farmer does not participate in the withdrawal of 
homestead land. Under the assumption, Y1 − Y0 is the average treatment effect of homestead with-
drawal on the well-being of farmers.  
(4) The matching test of the PSM model, i.e., the common branch domain test and the balance 

test (Liang et al., 2017). Table 2 lists the descriptive statistical analysis of the main variables 
in this study.  

4. Empirical Testing and Results Analysis 

4.1. The Impact of Homestead Withdrawal on Multidimensional Poverty Reduction: An Empirical 
Analysis 
4.1.1. Analysis of Basic Characteristics of Farmhouse Households 

All data in this chapter are derived from the research team’s field investigations. In the study 
of counties in western Shandong Province, it was found that 178 households in the sample relin-
quished their homestead land use rights, influenced by objective economic factors and a herd men-
tality stemming from observing the number of other households that had already withdrawn. Con-
versely, 227 households did not relinquish their rights, likely due to differing economic considera-
tions or a lack of motivation to withdraw. See Table 2 and Table 3 for details. 
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Table 3. Analysis of Basic Characteristics of Farmhouse Households. 

Index Options Sample 

size 

Ratio (%) Index Options Sample 

size 

Ratio (%) 

Farmland 

quit 

yes 178 43.95% healthy 

state 

Unhealthy 74 18.27% 

not 227 56.05% Not very healthy 90 22.22% 

Age 30 years old and be-

low 

71 17.53% Moderate healthy 174 42.96% 

30–40 years old 119 29.38% relatively healthy 44 10.86% 

40–50 years old 82 20.25% Very healthy 23 5.68% 

Over 50 years old 133 32.84% Household 

agricultural 

income 

10,000 yuan and below 80 19.75% 

Get educated 

extent 

Elementary school 

and below 

115 28.40% 1–30,000 yuan 147 36.30% 

junior high school 262 64.69% 3–50,000 yuan 78 19.26% 

High school and 

above 

28 6.91% More than 50,000 yuan 100 24.69% 

Family 

population 

Up to 3 people 89 21.98% workforce 

flowing 

be 295 72.84% 

4–6 people 250 61.72% not 110 27.16% 

More than 7 people 66 16.30% 

Combining Table 3 and the descriptive statistics in Table 2, the following patterns emerge. 
Regarding the outcome variable, the means of the four rural-well-being dimensions show a differ-
ence of no more than 0.2, indicating villagers’ relatively consistent priorities. As for the key ex-
planatory variable, most households indicate a willingness to surrender their homestead. Concern-
ing the mediator, more than two-thirds of families have at least one member involved in off-farm 
labor, whereas only a small minority have relatives or friends employed in the public sector or non-
farm enterprises. Control variables can be categorized into four domains: head-of-household traits, 
household characteristics, homestead attributes, and production-management features. 
(1) Head-of-household characteristics 

Age is evenly distributed, with a mean age of 42; 32.84% are aged 50 or older. Junior-middle-
school graduates make up 64.69% of the sample, while only 6.91% have completed senior high 
school or above, reflecting the typical educational profile of western Shandong. 
(2) Household characteristics 

Labor-force participants constitute 72.84% of household members, and the proportion work-
ing off-farm continues to increase. The number of dependants, presence of a village cadre, and the 
frequency of kin visits are all stable. 
(3) Homestead characteristics 

Thanks to recent land titling campaigns, 66.1% of the plots have been formally certified. The 
distance to the nearest town varies uniformly across the sample, highlighting the representativeness 
of the study area. 
(4) Production and management characteristics 

Recent data indicate that the rural per-capita disposable income has reached 23,119 yuan in 
2024, marking a substantial increase from previous years and reflecting the ongoing improvement 
in rural income realities. 

As shown in Table 4, after homestead withdrawal, both economic conditions and life satis-
faction exhibit significant mean changes, with improvements observed and statistical significance 
at the 1% level. However, changes in interpersonal relationships are not statistically significant. 
Regarding household head characteristics, the mean educational attainment increased by 0.227, 
which is statistically significant at the 1% level. The household head’s age and health status showed 
changes, but were not statistically significant. In terms of family characteristics, the mean number 
of frequently visiting relatives and friends increased by 0.189, with statistical significance at the 
5% level, while changes in household size and number of dependents were insignificant. Regarding 
homestead characteristics, the mean homestead area decreased significantly at the 1% level; the 
mean homestead title status showed a slight increase at the 10% level; and the mean distance to the 
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central town decreased but was not statistically significant. Additionally, the mean non-agricultural 
employment rate increased significantly by 0.043 at the 1% level. 

Table 4. Statistical Description of Indicator Mean Differences: Homestead-Withdrawing vs. Non-Withdraw-
ing Households. 

Indicator  
variables variable 

Homestead 
withdrawal 

Homesteads have 
not been withdrawn 

Difference 
average 
value 

standard  
deviation 

average 
value 

standard 
deviation 

Well-being of rural 
residents 

Economic situation 0.11 0.077 0.098 0.081 0.012*** 

Life satisfaction 0.109 0.085 0.093 0.086 0.016*** 
Health status 0.102 0.071 0.099 0.067 0.003** 
interpersonal relationship 0.095 0.067 0.099 0.066 −0.004 

Family  
characteristics 
 

Family population/person 4.828 1.583 4.713 1.599 0.115 

The number of people who 
need to be supported/person 

2.366 1.001 2.551 0.945 −0.185 

Are there any village cadres 
at home? 

0.809 0.485 0.374 0.394 0.435 

The number of relatives and 
friends walking around the 
house 

3.264 1.176 3.075 1.262 0.189** 

Family livelihood methods 3.101 1.202 3.129 1.302 −0.028 

Characteristics of 
the head of the 
household 

age 43.978 13.331 44.528 14.652 −0.541 
Educational level 2.784 0.942 3.011 1.02 0.227*** 
Level of health 3.011 1.02 2.476 1.231 0.361 

Homestead 
features 

Homestead area/square me-
ter 

3.088 1.27 3.337 1.28 −0.249*** 

Whether the homestead is 
confirmed 

0.674 0.47 0.643 0.48 0.031* 

Homestead type 2.427 0.715 2.275 0.779 0.152 
Production and op-
eration characteris-
tics 

Is there any outflow of farm-
land at home? 

0.216 0.412 0.517 0.501 −0.301 

The area of cultivated land 
operated by the family 

4.189 1.123 2.697 1.197 1.492 

ln (Household Agricultural 
Income) 

10.321 1.014 9.86 1.089 0.461 

Mediating variables Nonfarm payrolls 0.288 0.208 0.245 0.192 0.043*** 
Note: ***, **, and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively. 

4.1.2. Propensity Score Matching 
Following the counterfactual analysis steps of PSM, we selected and evaluated covariates that 

affect the health of core household members to match samples between the experimental and con-
trol groups. The estimation results derived from the Logit model are presented in Table 5. 
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Table 5. Propensity Score Matched Logit Regression Results 

Indicator type Variable name Coeffi-
cient 

Stand-
ard er-
ror 

t-value Signifi-
cance 

Characteristics of 
the head of the 
household 

age −0.013 0.006 −2.017 0.044* 
Educational level 0.374 0.099 3.897 0.000** 
Health level 0.636 0.198 3.136 0.002** 

Family characteris-
tics 
 

Family population 0.019 0.074 0.276 0.619 
The number of people 
to be supported and 
supported by the family 

0.035 0.120 0.569 0.570 

Are there any party 
members at home? 0.447 0.217 2.075 0.038* 

Are there any village 
cadres at home? 0.382 0.225 1.62 0.106 

Family livelihood 
methods 0.074 0.087 0.839 0.402 

The number of rela-
tives and friends who 
often walk around the 
house 

0.110 0.089 1.138 0.256 

Homestead charac-
teristics 

Whether the homestead 
is confirmed 0.621 0.264 2.664 0.008** 

Homestead area 0.138 0.088 1.278 0.202 
Homestead type −0.372 0.144 −2.918 0.004** 

Production and op-
eration characteris-
tics 

Is there any outflow of 
farmland at home 0.803 0.242 3.84 0.000** 

The area of cultivated 
land operated by the 
family 

−0.705 0.096 −8.685 0.000** 

Household agricultural 
income 0.051 0.017 3.0112 0.003* 

Statistical tests Pseudo R² 0.343 
LR chi2(15) 294.99 
Prob﹥chi2 P = 0.00 

Studies employing Logistic regression models, such as those detailed in the references, have 
consistently shown that educational attainment and self-reported health status are significant pre-
dictors of farmers’ willingness to withdraw from homesteads. For instance, the research detailed in 
Table 4 of the original document indicates that these factors positively and significantly influence 
the likelihood of homestead withdrawal, with higher levels of education and better self-reported 
health status correlating with a greater probability of exit. Shifting focus to household characteris-
tics, the presence of a Communist Party member in the household is positively correlated with the 
decision to withdraw at the 5% significance level, In contrast, the number of dependents (children 
and elderly), the number of influential acquaintances, and whether any household member serves 
as a village cadre do not reach the conventional significance thresholds, and thus cannot reliably 
distinguish between participants and non-participants. Regarding homestead attributes, formal ti-
tling significantly increases the propensity to exit (p < 0.01), whereas non-residential homestead 
types significantly reduce this propensity (p < 0.01). A study on the impact of livelihood resilience 
on farmers’ willingness to exit land contracts reveals that leasing out farmland and a higher share 
of household income from agriculture positively influence the probability of withdrawal, while 
larger areas of contracted farmland under household cultivation have a negative impact, all at the 
1% significance level. 
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4.2. Measuring the Impact of Homestead Withdrawal on Rural Residents’ Well-Being 
4.2.1. Propensity Score Matching 

To assess the net impact of homestead withdrawal on rural residents’ well-being, we utilize 
four distinct matching estimators: nearest-neighbour matching, radius (caliper) matching, kernel 
matching, and local-linear-regression matching. Table 6 presents the findings. Under the nearest-
neighbor specification, 203 treated households are successfully matched, whereas 24 are excluded 
due to the common-support restriction; 162 control households are matched, with 16 being dis-
carded, resulting in a matched sample. A sample of 365 observations was used, with 40 observa-
tions dropped in total. The post-matching balance is satisfactory. The average treatment effect on 
the treated (ATT) is 0.051 and is highly significant at the 1 % level, indicating that participation in 
homestead withdrawal indeed raises the rural well-being index. Although the magnitude is smaller 
than the raw pre-matching difference, the estimate exhibits greater credibility. To verify robustness, 
we re-estimate the ATT using radius matching and kernel matching methods. Although point esti-
mates differ slightly across various specifications, all four methods exhibit quantitatively similar 
outcomes, which underscores the robustness of the findings. 

Table 6. Balance test results before and after propensity score matching. 

Variable Matching 
method 

Matching 
Number 

Pro-
cessing 
group 

Con-
trol 
group 

Total 
sample 

Average 
Treatment 
Effect (ATT) 

Stand-
ard 
error 

T 
Statis-
tics 

countryside 
inhabitant 
welfare 

Minimum Nearest 
Neighbor Matching 

supported 203 162 365 0.051 0.020 2.59 
Not supported 24 116 40 

Radius matching supported 214 163 377 0.049 0.027 1.86 
Not supported 13 15 28 

Nuclear matching supported 214 163 377 0.047 0.021 2.26 Not supported 13 15 28 
Local linear 
Regression  
matching 

supported 214 163 377 
0.046 0.027 1.74 

Not supported 13 15 28 

4.2.2. Hypothesis Testing: Balance Analysis 
This section evaluates the balancing property to test the credibility and robustness of the pro-

pensity-score matching results. The fundamental requirement for propensity score matching is that, 
post-matching, the means of all covariates should not significantly differ between the treatment and 
control groups, ensuring covariate balance. The degree of balance between groups in randomized 
controlled trials is often assessed using Standardized Mean Differences (SMDs), which allow for 
the comparison of mean differences across studies that use different measurement scales. The closer 
the post-match SMD is to zero, the better the balance; An SMD below 10% is generally considered 
to indicate a satisfactory level of balance between groups, as suggested by Cohen’s guidelines, 
where SMD values less than 0.1 typically represent good balance. The table reports the balance 
diagnostics for every control variable. 

Table 7 demonstrates that, among head-of-household characteristics, the standardized bias of 
all three variables decreases significantly after matching and approaches zero, indicating a satisfac-
tory balance. Within household-level attributes, only the absolute standardized bias of the head’s 
schooling slightly surpasses 10 percent; all other variables remain comfortably below this thresh-
old. For homestead characteristics, every covariate bias is reduced to nearly zero, whereas in pro-
duction-management traits only the indicator “whether farmland has been leased out” slightly ex-
ceeds 10 percent, while the rest are well below this level. Overall, the treated and control house-
holds exhibit balanced distributions across all four dimensions. 
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Table 7. Propensity Score Matching. 

Control 
variables Sate 

Normaliza-
tion devia-
tion (%) 

Reduction in 
standardized 
deviation (%) 

t-value p-value 

age Before matching 3.9% 79.0% 0.39 0.017 
After matching −0.8% −0.07 0.942 

education Before matching 23.1% 45.5% 2.32 0.001 
After matching 12.6% 1.16 0.245 

health Before matching 34.8% 60.6% 3.40 0.001 
After matching −13.7% −1.40 0.163 

Population Before matching −7.2% 21.4% −0.72 0.000 
After matching 5.7% 0.52 0.108 

Maintenance Before matching 19.0% 77.1% 1.89 0.361 
After matching 4.3% 0.41 0.617 

Party Before matching 23.2% 42.7% 2.32 0.089 
After matching 9.3% 1.19 0.808 

Cadre Before matching 98.3% 97.7% 9.70 0.000 
After matching −2.3% −0.23 0.564 

Make a  
living 

Before matching 2.2% 34.7% 0.22 0.192 
After matching 1.5% −0.13 0.461 

Relatives Before matching 15.5% 90.4% 1.54 0.168 
After matching −1.5% −0.13 0.468 

Confirma-
tion 

Before matching 6.5% 70.1% 0.65 0.211 
After matching 1.9% 0.18 0.622 

Area Before matching 19.5% 47.9% 1.95 0.000 
After matching −10.2% −0.96 0.561 

Type Before matching −20.3% 86.4% −2.04 0.000 
After matching −2.8% −0.25 0.749 

Farmland Before matching 65.6% 83.5% 6.63 0.000 
After matching 10.8% 0.90 0.042 

Arable land Before matching −128.6% 93.7% −12.90 0.000 
After matching −8.1% −0.75 0.665 

Revenue Before matching −32.6% 95.3% −3.27 0.001 
After matching −1.5% 1.02 0.307 

To visualize these results, we employ Stata 17.0 to plot the changes in standardized bias for 
each control variable (see Figure 2). After applying propensity-score matching, biases are markedly 
reduced and cluster around zero, which aligns with the balancing hypothesis and confirms the ef-
fectiveness of the matching procedure. 
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Figure 2. Variable Standardization Deviation Reduction Degree Chart. 

4.2.3. Common Support Domain Test 
The common-support test serves as an additional prerequisite for ensuring the validity of pro-

pensity-score matching. By comparing the kernel-density curves, along with the overlapping sup-
port regions, of the treatment and control samples before and after matching, we can assess whether 
the matching procedure has generated a high-quality counterfactual. Figure 3 and Figure 4 present 
the kernel-density plots for the homestead-withdrawal group and the non-withdrawal group: 

 
Figure 3. Kernel Density Matching Plot (Before Matching). 
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Figure 4. Kernel Density Matching Plot (After Matching). 

After estimating the propensity scores, we plot their density distributions to assess the com-
mon-support region. As shown in Figures 3 and 4, the kernel-density curves of the treatment and 
control groups diverge markedly before matching; after matching, the two curves almost coincide, 
indicating a substantial improvement in overlap and confirming the quality of the propensity-score 
match. 

Taking the nearest-neighbor specification as an example, we further validate the procedure by 
generating the common-support diagnostic plot using Stata 17.0 (Figure 5). The graph indicates 
that merely a small number of observations lie outside the overlapping region, thus the vast majority 
of treated households can be matched with valid controls, fulfilling the common-support assump-
tion necessary for causal inference. 

 
Figure 5. Test Chart for the Hypothesis of Shared Support Domains in Propensity Score Matching. 

As Figure 5 illustrates, before and after matching, the vast majority of treated and control 
observations are located within a common support region and are densely distributed. This implies 
that only a small number of cases are discarded, indicating high matching quality. 

The diagnostic checks affirm the robustness of the propensity-score matching: (i) each covari-
ate’s absolute standardized bias is diminished to under 10% post-matching, meeting the balance 
criterion, and (ii) the propensity score kernel-density plots for both groups nearly overlap, ensuring 
the common-support condition with minimal sample attrition. Consequently, the PSM results are 
both credible and robust, suggesting that homestead withdrawal exerts a positive causal effect on 
the well-being of rural residents. 
4.2.4. Robustness Test 
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To ensure robustness, we substitute the comprehensive rural well-being index with household 
self-reported happiness scores, which encompass factors such as income, education, employment 
stability, and social relationships. This single-indicator proxy directly captures subjective welfare, 
thereby avoiding potential noise arising from index construction and weight assignment. As shown 
in Table 8, the sign and significance of the estimated coefficients remain consistent with those 
obtained from the Logit regressions, confirming that our conclusions are insensitive to the choice 
of the dependent variable and reinforcing. Assessing the reliability of the earlier findings. 

Table 8. Test Results using Propensity Score Matching (PSM). 

Variable Matching method Average Treatment 
Effect (ATT) 

Standard 
error 

T-sta-
tistic 

Rural resi-
dents 
Subjective 
well-being 

Minimum Nearest 
Neighbor Matching 0.365 0.030 2.09 

Radius matching 0.364 0.022 1.81 

Nuclear matching 0.310 0.039 2.08 

Local linear 
Regression matching 0.278 0.028 1.63 

In summary, the dual validation of the propensity-score matching (PSM) procedure substan-
tiates the plausibility of the modelling assumptions. After matching, Propensity Score Matching 
(PSM), the standardized biases across all covariate dimensions are markedly reduced, indicating 
that selection bias has been effectively attenuated. The kernel-density plots of the propensity scores 
for the treated and control groups exhibit near-perfect overlap, confirming distributional balance. 
With only a few marginal observations removed, the overwhelming majority of cases remain within 
the common-support region, thereby safeguarding external validity. These diagnostic indicators 
collectively demonstrate that the PSM model achieves high goodness-of-fit and strong internal va-
lidity. In light of the empirical evidence from studies such as those conducted in Anhui Jinzhai 
County and Fujian Jinjiang City, Hypothesis 1—asserting that homestead withdrawal has a statis-
tically significant and positive impact on rural residents’ well-being—has been accepted. 
4.2.5. Act of Homestead Withdrawal on Various Dimensions of Rural Residents’ Well-Being 

As previously outlined, the well-being indicator system for rural residents consists of four 
dimensions: economic status, life satisfaction, health status, and interpersonal relationships. Based 
on this framework, this study adopts three matching methods to examine the impact of homestead 
withdrawal on each dimension of rural residents’ well-being. Through these matching approaches, 
we measured the effects across all dimensions and found that homestead withdrawal significantly 
enhances rural residents’ well-being. However, the specific mechanisms underlying this effect and 
its impacts on individual dimensions require further verification. The results are presented in Table 
9, which shows that the impact of homestead withdrawal varies across different dimensions of rural 
residents’ well-being, with the most significant improvement observed in economic status. 
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Table 9. Estimated Effects of Homestead Land Withdrawal on Various Dimensions of Rural Residents’ Well-
Being. 

Dimension Matching method 
Experi-
mental 
group 

Control 
group 

Average treatment  
effect 

Standard 
error 

Economic situation 
Nearest neighbor matching 0.082 0.125 0.042 0.012 
Radius matching 0.082 0.141 0.059 0.016 
Nuclear matching 0.082 0.125 0.043 0.012 

Life satisfaction 
Nearest neighbor matching 0.079 0.096 0.029 0.013 
Radius matching 0.082 0.084 0.032 0.012 
Nuclear matching 0.082 0.084 0.029** 0.012 

Health status 
Nearest neighbor matching 0.075 0.093 0.017** 0.010 
Radius matching 0.076 0.092 0.016** 0.013 
Nuclear matching 0.076 0.090 0.014* 0.010 

interpersonal relationship 
Nearest neighbor matching 0.069 0.092 0.011* 0.012 
Radius matching 0.071 0.087 0.013* 0.014 
Nuclear matching 0.071 0.087 0.009* 0.012 

Note: ***, **, and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively. 

The terms of income, homestead withdrawal exerts a significantly positive impact on the eco-
nomic well-being of rural residents. Taking the nearest neighbor matching method as an example, 
the economic well-being indices of the experimental group and the control group are 0.082 and 
0.125, respectively. The average treatment effect (ATT) difference between the two groups is 
0.012, which is highly significant at the 1% level. These findings indicate that homestead with-
drawal can increase farmers’ income and improve rural residents’ economic conditions. Regarding 
the dimension of life satisfaction, the nearest neighbor matching method shows that the life satis-
faction coefficients of the experimental group and the control group are 0.075 and 0.093, respec-
tively. The mean treatment effect difference is 0.013, significant at the 1% level. The underlying 
mechanism is that homestead withdrawal improves residents’ material foundations and living en-
vironments, thereby positively affecting their life satisfaction—though this effect is subject to com-
plex regulation by multiple subjective factors. In the dimension of health status, results from the 
nearest neighbor matching method reveal that the health status coefficients of the experimental 
group and the control group are 0.075 and 0.093, respectively. The mean treatment effect difference 
is 0.010, significant at the 5% level. Theoretically and empirically, homestead withdrawal may 
generate long-term positive health impacts by optimizing residential environments and enhancing 
healthcare accessibility, or interpersonal relationships. The nearest neighbor matching method in-
dicates that the interpersonal relationship coefficients of the experimental group and the control 
group are 0.069 and 0.092, respectively. The mean treatment effect difference is 0.012, significant 
at the 10% level. 

Based on the aforementioned theoretical data, Hypothesis 2 is validated. 

4.3. Testing the Mediating Effect of Non-Farm Payrolls 
4.3.1. Mediation Effect Model 

Combined with the framework theory of rural residents’ well-being after homestead with-
drawal, this paper discusses whether homestead withdrawal can improve rural residents’ well-being 
by affecting non-agricultural employment. Based on the mediation effect analysis method proposed 
by a “three-step method” regression model was established.  

This study employs the mediating effect model to dissect the influence process and mecha-
nism of independent variables on dependent variables, utilizing methods such as the Baron and 
Kenny stepwise approach and the Bootstrap method for assessing the significance of the mediating 
effect.  In examining the impact of an independent variable X on a dependent variable Y, when X 
influences Y via an intermediary variable M, M is identified as the mediating variable. Equations 
(3) to (5) delineate the relationship between variables: 

Y = cX + e1 (3) 

M = aX + e2 (4) 
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Y = c'X + bM + e3 (5) 

Among them, the coefficient c of equation (4) is the total effect of the independent variable X 
on the dependent variable Y. The coefficient a of equation (5) is the effect of the independent vari-
able X on the mediating variable M. The coefficient b of equation (6) is the effect of the mediating 
variable M on the dependent variable Y after controlling for the influence of the independent vari-
able X. The coefficient c' is the direct effect of the independent variable X on the dependent varia-
ble Y after controlling for the influence of the mediating variable M. e1 ~ e3 are the regression 
residuals. The mediating effect is equivalent to the indirect effect, which is calculated as the product 
of the coefficient.  

Sobel test, construct statistics: 

Z = 
βγ

�β2Sβ2+γ2Sγ2
 (6) 

𝑆𝑆𝛽𝛽 is the standard deviation of the 𝛽𝛽 coefficient, and 𝑆𝑆𝛾𝛾 is the standard deviation of the 𝛾𝛾 
coefficient. A significant result of statistic Z, such as Z > 1.96 at a 5% significance level, indicates 
that the mediating effect is significant. If the result of statistic Z is not significant, then it is clear 
that the mediating effect is not significant. 
4.3.2. Testing for Mediating Effects 

Studies employing linear regression models, such as those examining the impact of rural labor 
transfer on income levels and urbanization, support the use of this method to analyze the causal 
relationship between rural labor transfer and the well-being of rural residents. The results, as de-
tailed in Table 10, demonstrate the significant impact of rural labor transfer on farmers’ income 
and economic growth. 

Table 10. Mediating Effect Test. 

Variable Well-being of rural 
residents Labor transfer Well-being of rural 

residents 
Farmers’ 
homesteads 
were with-
drawn 

0.054*** 
（0.033） 

0.156*** 
（0.015） 

0.061*** 
（0.126） 

Labor transfer   
0.398*** 
（0.141） 

Note: The coefficients reported in the table denote marginal effects, with standard errors shown in parentheses; 
other variables and provincial controls have been considered. 

Studies from various regions, such as Yuyang District in Jiangxi Province and Jinjiang City 
in Fujian Province, indicate that homestead withdrawal is positively associated with rural residents’ 
well-being and labor transfer to off-farm employment, with significant coefficients at the 0.1% 
level. Empirical evidence from studies such as indicates that off-farm transfer remains positively 
linked to well-being, with a coefficient of 0.389 and a significance level of p < 0.001, while the 
direct effect of homestead withdrawal on well-being has been observed to modestly decrease to 
0.061, maintaining a significant impact. These results are significant, confirming that off-farm labor 
transfer serves as a partial mediator between homestead withdrawal and rural well-being. 
4.3.3. Robustness Tests 

When conducting path analysis for the mediating effect of non-agricultural employment, the 
results of the mediation test may be distorted by endogeneity between the mediating variable and 
the explained variable, leading to biased estimates. Therefore, selecting an appropriate robustness 
test method is critical. In this study, the SPSS Process macro was employed for robustness testing. 
This tool not only tests the significance of the mediating effect but also addresses endogeneity 
concerns. By generating 4,000 repeated samples via the Bootstrap method, a 95% bias-corrected 
confidence interval was constructed. This approach not only mitigates the issue of small sample 
size but also corrects for estimation bias. The Bootstrap test results for the mediation path analysis 
of non-agricultural employment levels are presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11. Bootstrap mediation effect test. 

Inspection 
category Path Effect 

value P > |z| 95% Confi-
dence interval 

Non-farm 
employment 
path test 

The withdrawal of homesteads → 
non-agricultural employment → the 
well-being of rural residents 

1.71 0.221 [0.014, 0.038] 

Homesteads are withdrawn → non-ag-
ricultural employment 2.34 0.019 [0.002, 0.022] 

Non-farm payrolls → well-being of 
rural residents 2.23 0.026 [0.004, 0.062] 

The withdrawal of homesteads → the 
well-being of rural residents 1.64 0.014 [ 0.022, 0.041] 

The table shows that the 95% confidence intervals for all path tests of non-agricultural em-
ployment exclude zero, indicating a significant positive effect. This suggests that homestead with-
drawal exerts a significant impact on rural residents’ well-being, with part of this impact mediated 
by the non-agricultural employment variable. Results of the Bootstrap mediation test are consistent 
with those of the stepwise regression mediation analysis, confirming the mediating role of non-
agricultural employment in the relationship between homestead withdrawal and rural residents’ 
well-being. This verifies the robustness of the regression results regarding the non-agricultural em-
ployment pathway and validates the mediating effect of non-agricultural employment in this rela-
tionship. 

5. Conclusions and Policy Implications 

5.1. Research Conclusions 
Based on China’s new development stage and utilizing survey data from 405 farm households 

in three western counties of Shandong Province, this study integrates theoretical reasoning with 
propensity-score matching (PSM) to ascertain the causal effect of homestead withdrawal on rural 
residents’ well-being. Three key findings are presented. First, relinquishing the homestead substan-
tially enhances households’ multidimensional well-being. Second, off-farm employment serves as 
a crucial mediator: through reallocating labor to higher-productivity sectors, homestead exit trans-
lates land-value gains into sustained income gains and broader life satisfaction. Thirdly, PSM pro-
vides a robust tool for evaluating rural land-policy interventions, offering new evidence to refine 
homestead-reform design and advance the broader rural-revitalization agenda. 

5.2. Policy Implications 
(1) Fine-tune policy design. Given that livelihood structures and economic capacities vary signif-

icantly among households, county-level programmes should incorporate flexible entry rules, 
opt-out clauses, and periodic impact reviews to enable continuous learning and real-time ad-
justments. 

(2) Build a differentiated compensation and rights-protection system. A dynamic model that in-
tegrates a base land price with location-specific correction coefficients can reflect regional 
disparities and heterogeneous functions of homesteads, ensuring both scientific rigor and per-
ceived fairness. Transparent third-party appraisal procedures and mandatory village-level 
hearings should ensure farmers’ full right to information and participation, with household 
welfare serving as the guiding principle for every exit decision. 

(3) Enhance re-employment support and human-capital investment. For households with heavy 
dependency burdens, targeted vocational training, wage-subsidy contracts, and start-up micro-
loans should be given priority. Local governments should simultaneously optimize the indus-
trial layout by attracting labor-intensive agro-processing, rural e-commerce, and service en-
terprises, thereby creating abundant off-farm jobs to facilitate the transition from farm to non-
farm work. 

(4) Strengthen the factor base for rural revitalization. Homestead reform directly relieves bottle-
necks such as “no land for housing” and “no land for industrial projects” while unlocking 
collateral value and facilitating the free flow of labor, capital, and technology between urban 
and rural areas. Consolidated parcels released through the programme can be allocated to spe-
cialty agriculture, leisure farming, agritainment, or small-scale processing zones, thereby di-
versifying village revenue streams and enhancing homestead withdrawal within a broader 
strategy of industrial upgrading and shared prosperity. 
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(5) While short-term cash compensation from homestead withdrawal can improve farmers’ living 
standards, its long-term impacts exhibit diverse, complex dynamics with heightened uncer-
tainties. To balance immediate gains and long-term benefits, targeted policies are required to 
address the long-term effects of homestead withdrawal—such as refining compensation ap-
preciation-sharing mechanisms and integrating employment support with social security sys-
tems. 
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